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MUSOWIKI.NET: NOTES ON THE CREATION OF AN ONLINE COMMUNITY 
MUSIC FACILITY.  
By Hugh Brown,  
 
Hugh Brown is a PhD candidate at QUT’s Creative Industries Faculty.  He founded Musowiki 
as an indirect and unintended outcome of his research but it has proved to be highly 
informative. 
 
 
Sing with me, sing for the years 
Sing for the laughter, sing for the tears 
Sing with me, just for today 
Maybe tomorrow the good Lord will take you away. 
Steve Tyler 
”Dream On” from Aerosmith 
 
Abstract 
 
This paper describes the theoretical and practical justification for creation of an online music 
community at www.musowiki.net. It discusses the technological, industrial and social 
environment online, provides a grounding body of theory and describes the process of 
designing the project. It details some of the project’s early outcomes and concludes by showing 
how this project fits into and enhances the notion of Community Music.  
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What’s all this about, then? 
The development of the Internet has led to many claims for and against the ‘democratisation’ of 
media (Beer & Burrows, 2005; Bodle, 2004:12; Wilson, 2008) in the online environment.  
Although significant debate continues about the precise impact of this development, there 
seems little doubt that the Internet has enabled significant grassroots participation and 
organisation in arenas that had previously been dominated by large corporations, for example 
journalism (Sambrook, 2005) and software development (Lee et al., 2009; Raymond, 2001).  
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The community-driven pursuit of what had been regarded as exclusively commercial activities 
has brought about (or been driven by) a movement for social change in response to perceived 
inadequacies in the standard of ‘commercial’ products and services.  Music-making is another 
arena in which the dominance of a few multi-national corporations has been challenged by the 
efforts of myriad smaller entrants to the market (Ebare, 2003). 
The mood for change follows long-standing claims of bland music and a lack of diversity 
produced by the ‘Major Labels’ (Malik, 2005) – the four large corporation that dominated 
global music until the turn of the century – followed by the widespread availability of new 
technologies that allowed musicians to produce, collaborate in and promote musical 
performances and recordings without Major Label support (Anderson & Ellis, 2005). Although 
amateur collaboration and music production has always been possible, the new technologies 
reduce the costs of doing so to the point where amateur and semi-professional musicians and 
acts, independent of the Major Labels, have been able to access an audience they had 
previously been denied and thus derive a living from their work, bypassing the global media 
conglomerates’ stranglehold on the music market (Brown, forthcoming).  
However, the growth of this ‘Indie’ movement (Cool, 2007) has been anarchic, since few 
amateur musicians have the resources to find and engage the services they need to grow a 
sustainable music business (assuming that they are interested in doing so) and there are myriad 
competing interests within the industry. Even where this chaos has been clearly identified, the 
response has been similarly anarchic, with a multitude of small, incomplete directories (for 
example http://www.indiebible.com) attempting to make sense of a segment of an increasingly 
global market.  Even the advent of institutions like Merlin (http://www.merlinnetwork.org), the 
peak body representing the interests of independent music labels, has had minimal impact on 
the lives of the vast majority of music-makers (Garrahan, 2008).  Therefore, there exists a need 
for an institution that can make sense of the chaos by structuring connections between music-
community members. 
This paper explains the rationale and methods employed to build such an online music 
community, or ‘organised network’ (Lovink & Rossiter, 2005) – rather than a centralised 
representative body like Merlin – based around a global directory of music services at 
www.musowiki.net.  It goes on to describe the early results of these community-building 
efforts and examine possible future developments within and additions to this music 
community. 
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How is this Community Music? 
Veblen (2008) lists five issues that are useful for defining ‘community music’: 
1. the kinds of music and music making; 
2. the intentions of the leaders or participants in a programme; 
3. the characteristics of the participants; 
4. the interactions among teaching-learning aims, knowledge and strategies; and 
5. interplays between informal and formal social-educational-cultural contexts. 
These issues, Veblen argues, are necessarily inclusive and diverse; allowing for a wide range of 
genres, participants, approaches and activities, united by their focus on the process of music 
making.  Veblen accepts that ‘most people in the field of CM will inevitably grapple with many 
challenging details surrounding the meaning of “community”, whether these details concern 
community as geographically situated, culturally based, artistically concerned, recreated, 
virtual, imagined or otherwise’. For the purposes of this paper I extend this definition even 
further by reversing the term ‘Community Music’ and embracing the gamut of music, 
intentions, participation, interaction and formality that arise in the many ‘Music Communities’ 
that have formed online. 
Phil Agre (2000) notes that online communities form around pre-existing human relations.  
Technology, he argues, can only enhance and facilitate these relationships; it cannot create 
them:  
Relationships that may have been episodic, their participants interacting only 
when jointly present or when talking on the phone, or through the arm’s length 
of paper records that might not be up to date, are now to be continuous, always-
on, 24/7. We should not conceive the change as discontinuous, much less as a 
rewriting of an underlying institutional logic.  Nonetheless, the development of 
a portfolio of always-on relationships – to people organizations, and things – 
does call us to revisit traditional concepts of the person. No longer, for example, 
are relationships tied to particular places. 
This is especially true among music communities.  New Media technologies have allowed 
musicians to form relationships across geographic boundaries that were previously impervious.  
Whereas for most of the 20
th
 century music-making was limited to areas within earshot 
(notwithstanding events like Live Aid, in which the music was broadcast globally but each 
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performance was limited to collaboration on a single stage (Westley, 1991)), 21
st
 century 
musicians can simultaneously perform in virtual spaces while physically residing on different 
continents (for example see www.esession.com, http://www.explodingart.com/jam2jam.html).  
They can also do so asynchronously; recording parts at one place and time to be uploaded, 
downloaded and assimilated by other musicians in another place and time into other works 
(Brown & Graham, 2007; Nicolo, 2007 and, for example, http://www.thetrackshack.com and 
http://ww.digimix.com).  Further, musicians’ sense of community is extended to global 
communities of interest and communities of practice (Anderson & Ellis, 2005)  revolving 
around their personal talents, preferences, interests and/or business needs (for example see 
www.talentdatabase.com and www.gigswap.com).  This necessarily includes relationships not 
just with other musicians, but also with other participants in the music industry: composers, 
lyricists, teachers, bookings agents, producers, venues, lawyers, etc, (for example see 
http://www.theindustryyellowpages.com and http://www.indiebible.com) and also with fans 
(Baker, 2003; Baym, 2008). These relationships occur at many levels: beginner, amateur, semi-
professional and professional, and the communities are often most dynamic in places where 
people of various levels interact.  
This expansion of connections requires rethinking the notion of ‘community’ as it applies to 
music and musicians and Musowiki seeks to facilitate and enhance this last set of relationships.  
Phil Agre (2000) explains how a facility like Musowiki can help:  
Central to such a world are institutions and technologies that might be called 
switchboards: the practical means by which people establish, maintain, and 
evolve relationships. These might be market relationships of whatever structure, 
longer-term contractual relationships, professional ties, family relations, shared 
memberships in associations, hierarchical or lateral relationships in an 
organization, among others. 
These ‘switchboard’ institutions sit at the centre of an ‘organised network’ (Lovink & Rossiter, 
2005), facilitating the formation of loose relationships within and between pre-existing 
communities. ‘What characterises networks is a shared sense of potentiality that does not have 
to be realised,’ Lovink and Rossiter argue, ‘At best they are seen as sources of inspiration 
amongst peers.’ 
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This simultaneous inspiration, co-operation and competition generates significant value for 
participants – and some of this value carries financial consequences.  Capturing this financial 
value is essential for communities to be sustainable where some form of business management, 
corporate, government or not-for-profit, is necessary.  Hearn and Pace (2006) refer to this 
emerging view of business as a ‘value ecology’ (Frederiksen and Lorenzen (2007) as a ‘value 
soup’) and argue that capturing this value and making an institution sustainable is best done by 
‘e-form’ business (Moore, 1998).  The distinguishing feature of e-form business is its focus on 
the value that is generated by relationships with external agents and partners, rather than on the 
need to generate value from within.  Thus, an e-form business sustains itself by providing 
services that facilitate the enterprise of a network of independent associates, rather than by 
seeking to conglomerate and manage all of those enterprises in a single structure. 
Bughin et al (2008) refer to productivity via such relationships as ‘distributed cocreation’ and 
hold up Wikipedia (www.wikipedia.org) as a shining example of a highly valuable enterprise 
created by a network of volunteers: 
‘The example of Wikipedia suggests that companies can take even greater 
advantage of specialization by ceding more control over decisions about the 
content of products to networks of participants (suppliers, customers, or both) 
who interact with one another …Companies have three ways to win by adopting 
distributed cocreation. First, they can capture value from the cocreated product 
or service itself …by merchandising good ideas gleaned from the network … 
Second, companies can capture value by providing a complementary product or 
service … Third, they can benefit indirectly from the cocreation process – for 
example, through an enhanced brand or strategic position.’ 
So how do you build it? 
Most of the literature around online communities has arisen from the field of online education.  
Parr and Ward’s (2006)  experience of creating an online community of teachers found that it is 
best to ‘build communities within safe, known and supportive environments’; to reinforce 
existing communities; and to create communities around a viable solution to a need perceived 
by community members. Waters (2008) notes that online communities involve social networks 
that can be quite hierarchical, which points to the importance of leadership. His Social Network 
Analysis of an online learning environment showed that activities that did not involve one or 
more ‘thought leaders’ within the community did not develop but that ‘leadership here was not 
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a matter of simple domination of discussion but was exhibited in the careful facilitation of 
discourse’ (Waters, 2008:7).  Lin et al (2007) found that the use of wiki software enabled them 
to create a learning environment with significant peer support, which improved educational 
outcomes for all students in their project as well as making for better group outcomes.  They 
also created an environment with a hierarchical team structure involving ‘project leaders’, 
‘trainers’ and ‘programmers’ in a software development project. 
Parr and Ward (2006)  emphasised the benefits of ‘volunteerism’ in building online 
communities.  Attracting and motivating cocreators is identified by Bughin et al (2008) as the 
first ‘hurdle’ for enterprises seeking to venture down this new pathway to prosperity. They 
suggest incentives ranging from financial reward to community recognition, while identifying 
other barriers to participation, such as ease of facility use and time demands, that must be 
addressed by project designers.   
Jeppesen and Frederiksen (2006) asked what motivated people to contribute to ‘user 
innovation’ initiatives when the innovators knew their efforts would be used to increase a 
firms’ profits.  They found that innovative users were likely to be ‘hobbyists’, meaning they 
were enthusiastic users of the products being tested or refined but had no financial stake in their 
production, and that these users were motivated by ‘reputation mechanisms’, meaning that they 
were given recognition either by the firm hosting the project or by peers.  Firm-recognition 
mechanisms were found to be far more powerful than peer-recognition mechanisms, and the 
firm’s recognition was more likely to appeal to the users’ enthusiasm for the product and desire 
for recognition from its source than to the prospect of career advancement. Lin et al (2007), 
however, found that the deliberately constructed ‘commendation region’ within their wiki did 
encourage users to engage with and critically reflect on their peers’ efforts.  Finally, Jeppesen 
and Frederiksen (2006) found that innovative users demonstrated ‘lead user’ characteristics, 
meaning that they tended to be early adopters and thus likely to detect the need to innovate 
earlier.  Interestingly, there was little suggestion of direct personal gain: 
We find no significant relationship between being an innovative user and 
expecting reciprocity for participating or giving to the community. Neither do 
we find any significant relationship between innovative users and drawing on 
the community for business purposes, and we do not find any relation between 
the wish to advance career opportunities and being an innovative user.  
(Jeppesen & Frederiksen, 2006:56) 
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The ‘peer production’ (Li & Lee, 2007) approach of building institutions using the labour of 
many volunteers captures value according to ‘Wikinomics’ (Tapscott & Williams, 2007).  This 
is essentially an extrapolation of the ‘open source’ approach to developing software, most 
clearly enunciated by Eric Raymond (2001), to the development of other goods, both public 
and private, using labour and expertise volunteered by enthusiasts.  However, even with many 
willing and capable participants, making a useful website or institution where there was 
previously only a need is not easy.  As Phil Agre (2000) puts it: 
‘If it is possible to outsource every possible aspect of a firm then it is easy to 
start a firm. Anyone with ideas and connections can get moving quickly because 
they can focus on the particular knowledge that provides them with a 
competitive advantage.  Building a global network of sites for the exercise of 
that knowledge – whether through personal contact or the distribution of a 
product – is still a major undertaking …’ 
If Wikipedia is accepted as the best exemplar of this method, then the importance of recruiting 
‘thought leaders’ of the kind described by Waters (2008) above, preferably ‘hobbyists’ who 
demonstrate the kind of ‘lead user’ characteristics outlined by Jeppesen and Frederiksen (2006), 
is confirmed by Chi’s (2007) finding that the distribution of labour in Wikipedia is far from 
egalitarian: 1% of Wikipedia’s more than 8,372,585 editors (at the time of writing - SMSO, 
2008) are responsible for about half of the site’s edits and the editors who make most edits tend 
to be the same ones who contribute most of the content.  This pattern is repeated across other 
‘Web 2.0’ platforms (Wilson, 2008).  The flip side of this is that a growing number of users 
contribute in a small way each (Chi, 2007), amounting to a significant labour force. It would be 
rather undemocratic, not to mention unhelpful, to prevent or discourage them from doing so. 
So what’s stopping you? 
Bughin et al (2008) predict several ‘hurdles’ confronting people who wish to start a cocreation 
project: 
1. Attracting and motivating cocreators. (Discussed above) 
2. Structuring problems for participation. 
3. Governance mechanisms to facilitate cocreation. 
4. Maintaining quality. 
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It would appear that leaping hurdles 1-3 makes leaping hurdle 4 easier.  Wikipedia has been 
found to have an error rate comparable with that of Encyclopaedia Britannica (Giles, 2005), 
and is much easier to correct when an error is detected or an update needed.  As ‘Linus’s Law’ 
states with regard to software development, ‘given enough eyeballs, all bugs are shallow’ or, 
more formally, ‘given a large enough beta-tester and co-developer base, almost every problem 
will be characterized quickly and the fix will be obvious to someone’ (Raymond, 2001).  
Although this arrangement is fraught, it can nonetheless result in virtuous productivity if the 
necessary principles, as outlined by Benkler and Nissenbaum (2006) are evident in the project’s 
design and transparent to users.   
The questions for any cocreation project, then, are: how large a user base can be recruited; and 
managed at what cost; and how much of the necessary work will be shared among community 
members?  The key to understanding the uneven distribution of labour that makes such 
communities work may lie in Giese’s (2004) discussion of James Carey’s (1989) two modes of 
communication as the  ‘transmission’ of information and the ‘ritual’ of cultural bonding, as 
they relate to digital music.  It may be that users bring a range of needs to Web 2.0 sites such as 
Wikipedia: some are content to simply find the information they require, others engage with the 
culture that has created the resource. Thus, the enthusiastic hobbyists who enjoy the ritual 
significance of social networking form the core of the community and provide vast bulk of the 
labour needed to ensure the best possible experience for casual visitors.  Others may contribute 
a small amount that advances their personal interests and, coincidentally, helps build the 
community in which they reside on the periphery. 
The contributions of these myriad users reflect a ‘Long Tail’ (Anderson, 2004) of labour: a 
small segment of the total user base does the vast bulk of the work and an enormous majority of 
the user base does very little work each.  But when this work contributed by the many is added 
together, the benefit is significant.  This Long Tail pattern repeats across many human relations, 
from recorded music sales to social networks to CEO salaries. The most important aspect of 
this from the point of view of building communities is that every one of these small efforts can 
be significant if the cost of managing them can be contained.  The corollary of this is that every 
page created by an independent user is an addition to the total value of the site.  Hence, the 
challenge for management is to contain the cost of integrating each component of project 
designed to be built using ‘granular’ modules (Benkler & Nissenbaum, 2006).  This cost is best 
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contained when the community is self-organising (Foell et al., 2007) and is the only one of its 
kind. 
Of course, all of the above simply reflects the wisdom of the centuries: communities flourish 
under strong leadership and on the back of a small, dedicated group of workers, one of whose 
main roles is to recruit new members and delegate small roles to them. As long as the effort is 
driven by the needs of the community, the labour will be freely given. 
So, what is this Musowiki thing, anyway? 
The website built at www.musowki.net aims to form the basis, the ‘switchboard’ (Agre, 2000), 
for an open, all-encompassing online community of musicians and music-industry service 
providers: professional, government and community-sector.  It is powered by the same open-
source software that powers Wikipedia (available at no cost from www.mediawiki.org) and this 
initial website constitutes only Musowiki’s directory of services, with a bulletin/discussion 
board (probably with software from http://www.phpbb.com/) and collection of resources 
(initially based on this research but subsequently coming from other sources) planned for when 
activity around the directory becomes self-sustaining.  The Mediawiki software was chosen for 
three main reasons: 1) having been released on a GNU licence (see 
http://www.gnu.org/copyleft/gpl.html), it can be used for the cost of the installer’s time; 2) it 
has evolved, via Wikipedia, to be eminently user-friendly for this kind of task; and 3) it is 
familiar to the kind of people I hope to attract as ‘thought leaders’ within the community – 
making for a ‘known and supportive’ environment for the community, as outlined by Parr & 
Ward (2006).  Ditto the phpbb software. 
The Musowiki concept has been enthusiastically supported by CDBaby.com founder Derek 
Sivers (see http://sivers.org), whose company, Hostbaby, provides web hosting and support for 
Musowiki in return for a sponsorship announcement on every page.  The only other fixed 
development cost, a corporate logo, has been met by a friend of mine who is a part-time 
graphic designer, for AUS$100 plus 50% of any income from sales of merchandise featuring 
the logo.  A range of such merchandise is available on demand from 
http://www.cafepress.com/musowiki, which is linked from Musowiki’s ‘Support this Project’ 
page. 
The Mediawiki software was originally installed to my blog server at 
http://www.huge.id.au/Wiki on 10 June 2007.  The URLs www.musowiki.net and 
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www.musowiki.org were purchased from Yahoo! on 14 June 2007 and initially redirected to 
the blog server from Yahoo!. Hosting was transferred to Hostbaby.com on 8 January 2008, 
which allowed for more accurate site visitation analysis at no extra cost. 
The first draft of the top-level architecture, with 10 main categories, was set up on 15 June 
2007
1
 with the intention of using the software’s ‘Categories’ feature to automate the 
organisation of sub-categories into category pages. However, it soon became apparent that this 
was too clumsy and led to poor page design, so a manual categorisation was begun on 1 March 
2008, which greatly increased the amount of work necessary to produce each sub-category page 
but led to a far more usable page layout. The sub-categorisation has been refined since 
installation in consultation with listed service providers, colleagues and site visitors. This 
iterative design process continues.  
The first service’s entry, CDBaby, was added on 16 June 2007 and, using this as an example, 
instructions and a template for adding a service were drafted on 1 September 2007 and 6 
September 2007 respectively.  At the time of writing, the database contains about 520 entries 
and is growing at a rate of about 20 entries a week based mainly on my labour. Site visitation 
analysis shows a slow but steady increase in traffic, with visits coming from search engines, 
external links and direct hits in roughly equal proportions.  The 30 days to 27 November 2008 
averaged 14.5 human visitors per day. 
OK, but what’s it for? 
Musowiki is designed to meet the need (as discussed in Parr & Ward, 2006) most commonly 
reflected in the content of posts to online music-industry fora (see, for example, 
http://launch.groups.yahoo.com/group/musicthoughts/ and http://www.cdbaby.org/): “Where 
can I get help with …?”  Such requests come from a range of community members: bands or 
musicians needing management, advice or training; agents or managers looking for venues; 
songwriters seeking legal advice or representation; and nearly everyone wanting to screen new 
services that have spammed them.  These needs are fairly fundamental to the human condition 
in the contemporary online environment. As such, Musowiki has been designed from a 
usability point of view (Nielsen, 2000; Pearrow, 2000) to answer the question posed 
prominently on the Main Page: ‘what do you need help with?’.  
                                                 
1 The complete revision history for the site is retained in the database and can be viewed on the live site at any time by clicking 
on each page’s ‘history’ tab. This is a standard feature of the Mediawiki software. 
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The services listed in response to this question are grouped into 11 categories on the Main Page 
to fit common needs experienced by musicians.  Each of these contains sub-categories that 
reflect more precise needs.  In keeping with recommended design principals, there are only two 
levels in this ‘Information Architecture’ (Rosenfield & Morville, 1998) and these amount to 
103 separate categories in total.  More may be added as the technological environment evolves. 
Despite the above observations that the Internet has reduced barriers to community 
participation for many, for some services or needs (for example, venues and broadcast media) 
geography and musical genre remain important filters.  Each of the bottom-level subcategories 
is defined along three lines, which allows people browsing the directory to approach from three 
directions. Access to the sub-categories is repeated on the Main Page and refined on each 
category page according to each of these. The syntax for coding these categories is 
Service_Location_Genre, and either of the last two is optional. 
A secondary and related need expressed by members of the community is for guidance as to the 
track record of the many services that have either approached the member or has been found by 
them. This need is usually expressed in a question like: ‘Does anyone know anything about 
[service]? I am considering using them but would like to know what experiences other people 
have had with them.’ To meet this need, the Mediawiki software associates a ‘discussion’ page 
with each entry, allowing members to describe their experiences and/or views of the service. 
Further, an ‘extension’ – a separate, optional piece of software designed to be added to the 
Mediawiki installation – has been developed that will allow visitors to give each service a 10-
star rating (see http://www.mediawiki.org/wiki/Extension:AjaxRatingScript). This extension 
would allow the ranking of the services in each category according to their rating score.  
However, at this stage of development, the extension has not been installed. 
The entry template (http://musowiki.net/index.php/Template:Service_Entry) is designed to 
provide the minimum information necessary for community members to decide whether or not 
a service meets their needs and, if it does, to immediately contact that service. Directory entries 
are not intended to substitute for the service’s website, they are intended to summarise it and 
facilitate discovery and connection. Each entry provides space for a service logo, which links to 
the service’s website (where one exists), followed by three questions: 1) Who or what are we? 
2) What do we do for Musos? and 3) Where can Musos find us?  This is intended to present 
information in the simplest and most direct way to meet the needs of the music community.  
The answers to these questions are to be provided by each service and where I have entered 
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services this content is mainly copied from the service’s website with a notification of the entry 
being sent to the service by email. Subsequently (see discussion below), some service owners 
have elaborated greatly on this basic entry, while most have left it as is. 
What sets Musowiki apart? 
As a directory, Musowiki competes directly with a number of commercial directories (for 
example, see http://www.indiebible.com and http://www.entertainersrd.com).  Some of these 
are compiled by an editorial team and sold to readers either as a hard copy or as access to an 
online database; others charge per listing and their content is given away for free. However, 
Musowiki has several advantages over them due to its open-source, distributed co-creation 
approach (Tapscott & Williams, 2007):  
1. the barriers to entry for services wishing to promote their services are lower, since it is 
free to list and requires only a commitment of time; 
2. each entry gives the entered service a stake in its own presentation and incentive to 
promote Musowiki; 
3. expansion and maintenance are significantly cheaper, since services have incentive to 
create and update their own entry; and 
4. Musowiki taps into the ethos of the open-source/independent movement by being freely 
available and community-driven. 
These advantages act primarily to keep Musowiki’s costs of development and operation down, 
though particularly the last one also generates a kind of value that can be harnessed to generate 
revenue to fund further development of the project. Hence, Musowiki’s “Support this Project” 
page contains an appeal for donations and links to an online store from which merchandise 
such as t-shirts can be bought. It is hoped that people who believe in the ideals of the project 
will support it in the same way other movements for social change are supported. At the time of 
writing, no donations have been received and two t-shirts have been sold. 
Although the above advantages should act to keep development and maintenance costs down, 
this effect was not expected to materialise at first. The driver of this kind of value has to be a 
perception among potential community members that value already exists for them in the 
project, and thus that their involvement will capture some of that value for themselves and at 
the same time increase the value of the project. Hence, the project requires some initial input of 
labour (and/or capital) to ‘seed’ the initial value: my labour to enter services. However, this is a 
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long, slow process, and at the present rate it will take more than 30 years to enter the listings 
currently contained in the Indie Venue Bible (http://www.indievenuebible.com/).  
For this reason, in early 2008 I set four wikinomic benchmarks to qualitatively guage the 
probability the project will prove sustainable: 
1) That service owners or staff would edit their entries after I put them in the database. 
2) That volunteers would offer to help build the site. 
3) That service owners or staff would spontaneously create the own entries in the database. 
4) That service managers would offer to pay for ‘Featured Service’ placements. 
The first two of these were met almost immediately. When I enter a service in Musowiki, an 
email (see Appendix 1) is sent informing them of the listing, linking to it and inviting them to 
edit their entry and add any other services with which they may be associated. The response has 
been mixed: some reply with a thank-you note; some immediately sign up and edit their entry; 
some sign up but do not edit their entry; and most do not respond at all. At the time of writing, 
84 users have signed up for accounts to edit Musowiki out of more than 500 services listed. 
Doubtless, some of the non-response is due to the advice emails falling into spam traps but at 
least two of these users are volunteers who have no association with a listed service. These two 
contacted me and offered to assist with the construction of the category pages. The first, Clark, 
is a US recording artist who found out about the project via the [Musicthoughts] email list and 
offered to add some category pages during his breaks from the recordings studio. The other, 
Ben, is a music fan and enthusiast whom I met at a music festival in our home town. As 
recommended by Jeppesen and Frederiksen (2006), their efforts are acknowledged on 
Musowiki’s Acknowledgements page and it is hoped that these kind of volunteers will become 
‘thought leaders’ for the project. 
The third of these benchmarks was met on 3 September 2008, when the founder of Music 
Arsenal entered it into Musowiki. A few days later, in response to a thank-you email from me, 
he inquired about buying a ‘featured service’ spot, meeting the fourth benchmark. Music 
Arsenal’s founder advised that he had learned about Musowiki from a comment I had added to 
Andrew Dubber’s New Music Strategies blog (http://newmusicstrategies.com).  Since then, 
several other services have been spontaneously added by their management. Some have done 
so by successfully following the instructions and using the template, while others either did not 
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know about the instructions or were unable to follow them. This led to an adjustment in the 
location of links to the instructions from the Main Page. 
People will find out about this … how? 
Traffic to the Musowiki website is the most important indicator of its success. If people do not 
use the directory it is pointless and can make no claim to community. In the online 
environment, however, zero-budget promotion is the most difficult aspect of business. A four-
point strategy has been adopted to draw the community’s attention to the project.  First, every 
email sent to a service advising them of their listing contains a request for cross-promotion.  
Some services have added links to Musowiki from their own sites and/or included notices in 
their newsletters.  Traffic analysis shows that these are driving traffic to the directory. Second, 
each entry and category page is carefully loaded with keywords that capture the attention of 
search engines – most prominently Google. Thus, people searching for services by name or 
type have a very high probability of finding the directory when searching for other things.  
Traffic analysis indicates that this is succeeding, especially for services whose home page is 
primarily Flash™ or another technology that is not Google-friendly.  Third, the project is 
mentioned strategically in every appearance I make in the music community: when I post to e-
mail discussion lists, the project’s URL is in my footer, when I post comments to other music-
community publications (for example, Andrew Dubber’s blog) the URL is linked from the 
comment; and so on (including, of course, this paper).  Traffic analysis on this measure cannot 
be precise, but indicates that this is probably effective.  Finally, a list of music organisations has 
been drawn up with the intention to send them a request that they post a notice about Musowiki 
to their members. These are mainly industry bodies such as Q-Music (www.qmusic.com.au) 
and The North American Music Merchants’ Association (www.namm.com). Traffic analysis 
shows that these efforts do not always produce a result and that the effect is usually short-term.  
A traditional PR campaign via traditional industry media such as Billboard is planned for 
occasions when the wiki reaches benchmarks like 1000 entries.  Another possible measure is to 
launch a song compilation or contest for a theme song(s) inspired by Musowiki or some other 
music community initiative. However, this is not planned for 2009. 
OK, but what’s it all mean, in a nutshell? 
This paper has outlined the supporting theory and research and described the process for 
building a global online music community based around a directory of music services at 
http://www.musowiki.net. The Musowiki project has been enabled by 21
st
 century media, 
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which facilitate connectivity between music communities on a scale unprecedented in human 
history. Musowiki is still in its infancy but aims to form a ‘switchboard’ for the music 
community in all its many shades and shapes. 
As has been shown, the Musowiki project fits Veblen’s (2008) five issues for defining 
Community Music as follows: 
1. It encompasses all kinds of music and music making; 
2. It intends to enable music-making across geographic and chronological boundaries; 
3. It is open to all and any participants whose interest is in music; 
4. It aims to facilitate teaching, learning and interactions among community members; and 
5. It works just as well in formal or informal contexts, and the full range in between. 
However, this is only an experiment and the real test of Musowiki’s success will be the extent 
to which it is embraced and enhanced by the vast array of musicians around the globe. If it 
proves as useful as the Wikipedia project whose software it shares it may grow to make a 
difference but if it falls short on any one of a number of small but critical obstacles, it will 
prove instructive but ultimately useless.  Time, and your response to this paper, will tell. 
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Appendix 1 – Text of listing notification email 
 
Hi [Name if available]. 
 
I wanted to let you know that your [site] has been added to my wiki of services useful to musicians at 
[http://musowiki.net/index.php/Service_Name] 
 
It is a basic entry at this stage but you are welcome to sign up and edit it to suit your marketing 
approach, especially to make sure it is listed in all of the appropriate categories. You can also list other 
services or brands with which you are involved and tell your business partners and associates about it. 
Instructions are posted to http://musowiki.net/index.php/Category:Listing 
 
MusoWiki is FREE for services wanting to list themselves and FREE for musicians to use to find the 
services they need. Its goal is to facilitate independent music by helping artists to partner with the 
services they need. 
 
If you have any questions, please e-mail me.  If you could spread the word that would help a lot too ... 
 
Cheers, 
Huge 
 
